
ED 132 974

TITLE
INSTITUTION
SPONS AGENCY
PUB DATE
CONTRACT
NOTE
AVAILABLE FROM

DOCUMENT RESUME

IR 004 273

Television for Effective Parenthood. Final Report.
Appalachia Educational Lab., Charleston, W. Va.
Office of Education (DREW), Washington, D.C.
31 Aug 76
300-75-0391
71p.; For related documents, sep IR 004 271-272
Appalachia Educational Laboratory, Inc., Charleston,
West Virginia 25325

EDRS PRICE MF-$0.83 HC-$3.50 Plus Postage.
DESCRIPTORS Early Childhood; *Educational Television; Formative

Evaluation; Literature Reviews; Needs Assessment;
*Parenthood Education; Preschool Learning; *Program
Design; *Television Curriculum

IDENTIFIERS High Scope Educational Research Foundation;
Metropolitan Pittsburgh Educational Television;
Statistical Research Incorporated; *Television for
Effective Parenthood; WQED TV

ABSTRACT
A television series focusing on the development of an

interpersonal relationship between parents and their young children
was designed during 1975-1976. The design was preceded by a thorough
national search for existing materials on parenthood, a literature
review, a needs assessment study, and the goal formulation. A
one-hour experimental television special and its condensed version
were then developed. One hundred and thirty-five parents selected
from a target audience viewed them and provided feedback for program
improvement. A prototype program was developed but not broadcast by
the end of the project. (SC)

************************************************************
Documents acquired by ERIC include many informal unpublished

* materials not available from other sources. ERIC makes every effort *
* to obtain the best copy available. Nevertheless, items of marginal *
* reproducibility are often encountered and this affects the quality *
* of the microfiche and hardcopy reproductions ERIC makes,available
* via the ERIC Document Reproduction Service (EBBS). EDRS-is not
* responsible for the quality of the original document. Reproductions *
* supplied by EDRS are the best that can be made from the original.



Television for Effective Parenthood

FINAL REPORT

Division of Early Childhood
Appalachia Educational Laboratory, Inc.

Charleston, West Virginia 25325

August 31, 1976

U.S DE pARTMENT OF HEALTH.
EDUCATION & WELFARE
NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF

EDUCATION

THIS DOCUMENT NAS BEEN REPRO-
DUCED EXACTLY AS RECEIVED FROM
THE PEPSON OR ORGANIZATION ORIGIN-
ATING IT POINTS OF VIEW OR °PINIONS
STATED DO NOT NECESSARILY REPRE.
SENT OFFICIAL NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF
EDUCATION pc)SITIoN OR POLICY



Introduction .

Overview of Work Plan

Progress and Products

Discussion .

Conclusions

Table of Contents

Page

..... 1

...
1

4

. . . 17

22......... .........
References .

26

Appendices

A. Goals and Outcomes for TEP Series . .. .. 27

B. Preliminary Series Design .

C. Preliminary Evaluation Report on "It's Never Too Late".

34

45

D. Dissemination Activities 50



Fere ord

The Television for Effective Parenthood (TEP) staff, on the program

officer's a_d contracts officer's advice, agreed to and negotiated an

extension of contract (at no additional cost to the gover ent) beyond the

original contract completion date. This allowed more time, in view of

complications in the forms clearance process, to complete the broadcast

evaluation portions of the study. Thus, this initial contract work on the

overall TEP effort occurred from July 1, 1975 - August 31, 1976.

The Appalachia Edt.e tional Laboratory (AEL) served as the primary

contra-tor for TEP. Acknowledgement is also due to three subcontractors

which had vital project roles. LMetropolitan Pittsburgh Public Broadcasting

(WQED-TV) served as the television production facility. High/Scope Educa-

tional Research Foundation, Ypsilant , Michigan, assisted the TEP staff with

urriculuzn _opmeat activities. 'Statistical Research Incorporated,

Westfield, New Jersey, was on standby for 14 months to carry out sample

selection and telephone interviews following broadcast.

Many persons have contributed to the TEP effort as staff members,

through their organizations or as individuals. In keeping with the overall

approach of this report, they are not mentioned by name here, but their

contributions are hereby most gratefully acknowledged.
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TELEVISION FOR EFFECTIVE PARNTFIOOD

FINAL REPORT

E. E. Gotts

IntroductiOn

This final report first provides an "Overview of Work Plan" for the

iDroj-ct. This is followed by a presentation of the "Progress and Products"

of the effort. In line with the approach of the Landlanalysis of C.T.W.

activities, a "Discus on" is offered next of process factors which may have

affected the project. Finally, "Conclusions" are considered regarding the

overall effort.

FPI-se%

Overview of Work Plan

lachin rduoptional 'Laboratory (AEL) began in July, 1975, to

perform background work for the design and development of a new television

series that would "instruct parents and prosp ctive parents of infants and

young children in effective child rearing and n---turing practices." This

project is called Television for Effective Parenthood (TEP). The TEP effort

was spon ored by a contract from the U. S. Office of Education (USOE). The

contract was let following a national competition in response to a R quest

for Proposal (RFP) issued in Spring, 1975. The TEP project was designed to

establish a sound empirical foundation and goals for all subsequent activities

well as to determine whether such a television series should be developed.

The 197-76 work was to occur in three phases.

Phase I

These areas were to be investigated in Phase I: a) the needs of parents

of infants and young children rel-tive to effective parenting practices;
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b) the current state of practice in education fo- effect ._e parenthood, and

the existence, quality, and potential instructional value of available

instructional materials on parenting; c) the preliminary goals which might

reasonably be set for such a series based upon the foregoing sources of data;

and d) a preliminary series design which might ef ectively communicate

parenting content that would accomplish these goals.

Early in Phase I AEL organized and convened a national Cu iculum/Goals

(C/G) Committee of parents and early childhood professionals to review with

the AEL staff the results of the needs assessment and the search for existing

materials. The VG Committee provided citizen input and guidance to the TEP

staff throughout the work of the three phases. Their contributions included

establishing geAeral goals and expected outcomes for the series. These were

transmitted to the USOE p ogram officer, who also participated in the C

Comm ttee's deliberations.

Phase II

In Phase II the TEP staff was to produce a one-hour experimental tele-

vision special based upon conclusions from the Phase I activities, in ofar as

these were available by the scheduled production dates. This plan required

reaching tentative conclusions in each investigative area of Phase I by early

September, 1975. The plan then allowed the staff to bring to a full completion

work on each aspect of the Phase I work at a less hurried pace.

The purpose of the experimental special was t fold: to provide a

show containing many production values capable of attracting parents of

diversely varied backgrounds and b) to determine the preferences of parents

for the viewing of parent education materials presented in varied ways, e.g.,

doe -entary, drama, panel discussion, and standup comedy, among other approaches.

The one-hour experimental show was to be broadcast, if possible, to a national



audience including a representative sample of parents from the target group.

These parents' reactions to various television presentation types were to be

det rmined prima ily by structured telephone interviews carried out by a

na ionally respected interviewing organization which commonly conduct- inter-

vie - for the A. C. Nielsen Company's broadcast ratings. These interviews

were, however, to be conducted in greater depth than is typical of Nielsen

activ'ties. Printed material were prepared to support the TV show and resea; h.

Phase III

In rha e III, two pilot or prototype programs were to be produced of

broadcast quality. The techniques of presenting parenting infor:-ation in the

pilots were to be determined from a consideration of :esults of Phase II.

The pilots were then to be shown to small representative samples of target

audience parents to determine their impact or effectiveness in assisting

parents to be more effective with their vouna chil ren. After these activities

were completed, the staff was a) to prepare treatments for the individual

progra - of the planned series and h) to create a prospectus which might be

used in presenting the series' conception, design, development, and potential.

The prospectus was to be used to attract potential sources of support for the

series in view of the fact that USOE had committed itself by Spring, 1975

(when the original RFP was issued for this work), only to completing the

background research and development activities called for by th s initial

year's contract. The noticn was that the contractor could then seek support

from other sources than USOE for -ork subsequent to the initial year.

In addition to the work outlined above for Phases I through III, the TEP

staff was to engage in continuous dissemination in order to create a state of

readiness and receptivity nationwide for the advent of this series, if

potential success and value were confirmed by the resea ch and deVelopment

activities. Supplying printed materials for the shows was part of this work.
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Contractor - tJSOE Collaboration

In accompli hing all of the foregoing work, the TEP staff was to work

closely with USOE in recognition of the policy commitment which was being

made by the Commissioner of Education to initiate this new effort in education

for prospective parents and parents of infants and young children. This close

working relationship between the TEP staff and USOE was essential to the

project's success because many kinds of internal clearances and coordinations

had to be effected to accomplish within one year what would otherwise have

reguir d perhap, two years in a more typically paced reseerch and development

cycle. The issue being addressed by the collaborative effort was not simply

one of accelerated pacing, however, but one of potential impediments to

su-cessful progress which might arise in the relatiOnstlips between the

contractor and various federal offices and processes (e.g T7OE functionaries,

OMB, OPA).

Further, USOE's support of the TEP activities implied a new policy _sition:

that parent education should be offered to adults (i.e., to perSons beyond

typical public school age) in order to benefit infants, preschool children,

and even the unborn (I e., to benefit children not yet of typical school age).

This further implied that the Office of Education was an appropriate agency

t initiate such an effort in the case of such an innovative venture with

its attendant policy ramifications, it appeared to be prudent for USOE to

maintain a close working relationship with the contractor.

ProgresS and Products

Phase I

Needs Assess ent. A need- assessment instrument was designed based upon

a commonly recognized conception of needs assessment plus examination of an
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existing literature on the needa of parents of young children. By August,

1975, a questionnaire was designed and prepared for submission, through USOE,

to the Office Management and Budget (OMB) clearance procedure. Various

minor modifications were made in the instrument and procedures in the course

of this review, and a final instrument was issued as OE Form 438 in English

and Spanish in October, 1975. As the needs assessment report shows, arrange-

men=ts _ for the needs assessment sample and distribut on and return of the

questionnaire required the balance of the winter and spring of 1975-76.

However, aporoximately a 10 percent sample return was available to the C/G

Committee by their second meeting in December, 1975. This allowed for some

very tentative consideration of parent needs. By their third meeting in

February, 1976, results of the needs assessment, based.on almost 50 percent

of the final sample, were considered bY the C/G Committee. The availability

of preliminary results at these early points in the proce s provided an

important ampirical as..ist to them in their formulation of goals for the series.

Final analyses of the needs asses-_ent results were completed in late spring

and early summer of 1976. Assessed needs of parents fro- the to al sample

e similar enough to those from the approximately 50 percent preliminary

sample of February, 1976 that they supported the same essential goals recom-

mendations made by the C/G Committee. It has been possible, furthermore,

use the more refined results from the total sample to make fine adjustments

in subsequent planning for the series, based on them.

The PEP staff prepared'a final version of the needs assessment report

(See Parenthood Education Needs: A National. Assessment Study, July 1, 1976.),

which documents the methodology,results, and conclusions of this investigation.

This report can serve as a resource for further work on this series and may

have several other uses as well. The TEP staff further plans to develop a new

needs assessment instrument, based on the one used in this study, to serve for



6

local needs assesuents by groups involved in parent education. This

instrument should prove to be a beneficial ..pin off from the TEP effort.

Exicting_ Materials. A literature search and assessment of existing

materials in parent education was completed rapidly following the project's

initiation. ln fact, a preliminary report was given to the C/G Committee at

its first meeting in early Septerriber- 1975. A final version of this report

was completed soon after this (See An Evaluation of Visual_ and Printed Materials.

for Effective parentihg, November, 1975.), and appears as Appendix A to the

report, Literature Search and Existing Ma rials Assessment (July 1, 1976).

As that report indicates, the search procedures were highly successful.

Project staff located the g -at majority of parent materials which had been

created up through summer, 1975. Excellent cooperation from the na ional

Parenting Materials Information Center of the Southwest Educational Development .

Laboratory, Austin, Texas, contributed materially to the success of this search.

Further -cellent cooperation was received from other regional and university

related media depositories. A special feature of the assessment was that a

representative sample of bette- quality film and television materials was

submitted to the Association for Instructional Television (AIT), Bloomington,

Indiana, for independent evaluation, using the same essential rating categories

used by AEL in its evaluation of a much larger body of material. Results from

the AIT and AEL evaluations showed substantial agreement. This reliability

check on AEL'S procedures presumably assures the reader of the corresporaing

report that AEL's technical evaluations of existing materials,lead to conclu-

sions similar to those of a w dely recognized media evaluation agency. While

the above report was prepared specifically to meet TEP goals, its potential

value for other p -ent education efforts is pointed out in the report. (See

Appendix A, p. iii of the Literature Search report.)

1 0



7

' Preliminar Seri s' Coals. The national Curriculum/Goals Committee

participated'in the early weeks of the project in the selection of potential

topics for a one-hour televis!.on experimental special, based on a preliminary

urvey of possible goals. In September, 1975, they discussed an approach to

determining goals for the series, based upon the anticipated forthcom -ng results

of the national needs assessment. They also discussed a general philosophy of

goals at that time and produced a list of their expectations for -uch a series.

The results of these early deliberations were organized by AEL staff, following

the meeting, and distributed back to individual members of the C/G Committee

for their review and comment. At their second meeting in early December, 1975,

they again discussed goals in the light of the preliminary results of the

needs assessment. These goals statements were again distributed back --

minutes of the meeting to C/G Committee.members. -By the time of their third

meeting in February, 1976, this process of goals formulation needed further

sharpening and was a major item of business. By this time,-50 percent of the

sample returns were available as di-cussed above. The Committee seriously

engaged itself in this third meeting in generating series goals. In view of

the needs ass.eiment results they also suggested topical treatments through

which these goals might be achieved. Shortly after this ) -ird meeting, one

member of the C/G Coamittee assisted the TEP staff in integrating restits of

the three prior discussions of goals into a list of goals and expected outcomes

for the serien. A document was prepared based upon this collaborative activity

(Appendix A _f this report).

The document was then distributed to members of the C/G Committee who

reacted to this integrated concepion of series goals and outcomes. The final

results of this process appear below.

Preliminary Curriculum/Goals Statement. The TEP project's purpose shall

be to create a television series (with supporting materials and activities) to

11



reach a national audience of prospective paren s and parents of young children

such as to educate them in effective parenting practices for enhancing their

young children's cognitive, emotional, so- al and physical development.

Specifically, the overall goal of the series shall be "developing

positive interpersone relations between parents and their young children,"

as a strategy for accomplishing the above purpose. The C/G Committee expect

the following outcomes to result from pursuing this general strategy in

conjunction with appropriate content emphases

o Parents will learn better how to treat their child as a growing

person (in terms of: accepting the child's feelings, talking

with the clild about problems and questions, helping the child

to cope with difficulties such as fighting, the child getting

along with others, obeying rules, understanding the child'

behavior through observation, and showing love and care for

the child).

Parents will learn more about themselves (in terms of: personal

feelings and habits as they affect the child, personal needs for

their child to obey, how to handle personal reactions to their

child's disobedience, and knowing and feeling confident that

they are doing what is bsc for their child).

o Parents will learn more about -child growth and development (in

terms of: understanding the child's perception of the environ-

ment and helping him learn about it, what learnings to expect of

their child at a given developmental level, the individuality

of their child, how the child's personality develops, ways and

places to get information about child development, the contri-

butions of play to development, and how the child language

develops from infancy onward).
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Parents will learn more about teaching and bringing up heir

child (in terms of: materials, ways and what to teach,

developing the child's self-control through loving, correction,

and rewerd, the child's sense of right and wrong, their child

learning to make 'choices and plans, being clean and mannerly,

redirecting the child, bedtime routines, and guiding child

television viewing).

Parents will learn more about responsibly providing a suitable

home environment (in teees of: not neglecting or abusing

children, understanding how the family lifestyle affects

their child, efficient use of personal time through planning,

and arranging for child care).

Parents will learn more about keeping the family safe and

well (in terms of: preventing childhood accidents and giving

first aid, recognizing developmental problems and getting help

for theie child's special needs,etelling if the child's rate

of-growth is normal, providing adequate nutrition, recognizing

childhood illnesses and getting needed help, obtaining adequate

shelter and furnishings, understanding how "illness" is sometimes

used to gain attention).

Preliminary Series Design. Finally Phase I involved the prel inary

design of the proposed television series. Within Section IX of the needs

assessment questionnaire, TEP staff included questions specifically designed

to sample the target audience's prreerenees for particular media and for

television program elements. These questions were based upon a review of

literature of differential audience preferences as a function of audienee

social characteristics plus prior AEL experience in prepar ng broadcast and

printed materials for parents of young children. Respondents' answers to
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these questions were used by TEP staff and the C/G Committee in their

discussions of the t levision series' design. In anticipation of other

Phase II activities, further experience was accumulated by showing a 60-

minute exoerimental special to approximately 150 parents from the target

audience. Together, findings from this portion of the needs assessment and

from preliminary evaluations of the experimental special were used in the

preliminary series' design. The series' design was then concretely embodied

in a set of guidelines for TEP scriptwriters. These guidelines were circu-

lated among members of the C/G Committee, USOE staff, and outside consultants

whose input has led, through progressive revisions, to the present version

of the guidelines which appear as Appendix B in this report.

Phase Il

Experimental Special. The TEP staff planned and prepared a draft

script fo the one-hour experimental telerision special called for in the

contract, prior to the first C/G Committee meeting (September 4-6, 1975).

The C/G Committeehad even before this time, participated by mail and

telephone in the selection of topics from which the draft script was developed.

The final script was then.prepared and reviewed by both USOE and the Office

of PUblic Affair (OPA). Thereafter the TEP staff produced the show at

WQED-TV, Pittsburgh in October, 1975, and completed its editing at Screen

Gems, New York City on October 241 1975. The completed show was titled "It's

Never Too Late." Support materials were printed to complement the TV program.

B oadcast, As outlined in the original TEP.plan, preliminary contacts

had already been made with the foil wing television networks to inform them

of the forthcoming experimental special and to solicit their interest in

broadca-tthg ABC-TV, CBS-TV, NBC-TV, PBS, and Westinghouse Broadcasting.

These contacts were followed up by providing more detailed information on the

14
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special as the work on it progressed. This television network dissemination

work needed to be conducted concurrently with television planning and production

because of the scheduling lead time, required to assure a possible network

viewing date during the contract year.

Evaluation Form. Sim larly, relevant portions -f a telephone survey

interview form for the special were developed as early as possible after each

applicable television planning decision. Thus, by late September, a fourth

draft of the instrument had p,=.sed outside reviews and was transmitted to

Statistical Re earch Incorporated (SRI), Westfield, New Jersey, for final

touches to fit their mode of operation. SRI was to carry out sample selection

and telephone interviews under subcontract to the TEP contractor, AEL. A

standard forms clearance packet was transmitted to USOE for the telephone

survey on October 11, 1976.

The for-s clearance process continued for several months within USOE

and thus was never presented to OMB for a clearance decision. USOE's internal

process took exception to aspects of the survey which were already a matter of

contract agreement at the time of the original award; they wished to change

these provisions before approving the study. Another primary issue (and

source of delay) raised by the USOE Forms Clearance Officer was that the

AEL and SRI proposed viewer contact technique of rando digit dialing and

other procedures might be in violation of provisions of the "privacy act."

After considerable delay, he sought an opinion, through the USOE program

office, from the Office of General Council (OGC). OGC eventually (April 7,

1976) issued an opinion which in effect said that in no con eivable way did

the AEL proposed methods impinge on provisions of the "privacy act." By this

time congressional action on th "Federal Report g A: " led the USOE Forms

Clearance Officer to judge that the forms could not be forwarded to OMB

pending clai fication. The forms continued in this unresolved state from then

unti3 the very end of the contract.

15
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view of the foregoing proble-- in receiving clearance to evaluate the

experimental special (i.e., problems in performing the ultimate activity

Phase II), the TEP staff undertook as a stopgap measure to gather limited

-data, at the expense of AEL, whenever dissemination activities for the special

w -e in process. In this manner d- _ were gathered from about 150 parents.

Later, at the request of the Commissioner of Education, a write up of these

findings was:prepared and shared.withNSOE (Appendix C).

Re-edit_of S ecial. As soon as the experimental special was prepared,

-s shown to small gr ups of parents and professionals in ea ly childhood

by the TEP staff and to USOE staff by the program -fficer. Viewer reactions

were obtained to determine the special's readiness to serve ±L.S experimental

function. A nuMber of common themes emerged from these viewings, leading

USOE and the TEP staff to agree to proceed to plan a final edit. These plans

were virtually complete by late NoveMber, 1975. Thus, when the C/G Committ e

met in early December, they were asked to view the first edited version and

afterwards to react to the planned final edits. Their conclusions at that

Meeting were that the planned edits would indeed make the program virtually

ready for its experimental purpose. One additional Important editing-

decision emerged from the meeting regarding a particular segment of the

special as well.

All of the planned edits appeared' to be feasible. However, the cost of

the changes plus an additional edit of this one-hour show were substantial

and made it virtually ce=tain that a decision to complete this edit would

also require the preparation of one less half-hour pilot show. This exchange

was considered acceptable to USOE,, TEP staff, and the C/G Co ittee.

Therefore, agreements were made to formalize in January a modified s_ope of

work in line with this.

16



In addition to improving the quality of the experimental, show, this

experience pointed up the need to provide a formative evaluation stage prior

to final edit in future work. The TEP staff, base on this conception,

_proposed that in producing the pilot and any future shows, a rough edit

would first be performed at low cost. Then the program would be shown to

small audiences plus members of the C/G Committ Findings from this step

would be used to plan a final broadcast-quality edit. The program officer

concurred that this would he a sensible approach to use in making future

editing decisiOns.

The agreement to re-edit the special and drop one pilot was formalized

at a joint TEP-USOE meeting in January. By February 3, 1976, the re-edit

of the special was complete. From this point, TEP staff continued broadcast

contacts and awaited a) forms clearance and b) a clearance from the Commis-

oner of Education to release the show. The TEP staff was verbally informed
a

that the Commissioner of Education "did not like" the experimental show and

would not authorize its broadcast. But thi assertion was not followed up

in writing. Thereafter nothing moved on these matters for over 90 days,

until TEP staff succeeded in arranging a meeting with the Commissioner of

Education to discuss policy questions. The Commissioner was now informed

that Westinghouse Broadcasting understood the purpose of the experimental

special and had requested permission to broadcast it during summer season, 1976.

At this meeting the Commissioner indicated that it was not his wish to

suggest any specific direction to be taken In the television series.

Instead, he wanted this to come from the TEP contractor. The Commissioner

promised at that meeting to work tath the TEP staff toward determining whether

the experimental special could be broadcast, and requested findings from the

parent groups to which it had been shown already. He _tated that he had no-

viewed either of the edited versions of the_s ecial himelf and_consRlltly.

1 r
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had not, contrary to reports, decided whether should_ b -broadcas .

invited the TEP staff to send him its recommendations for how the review

process might be conducted and to suggest an appropriate panel to review

the question. The C/G Committee was suggested as the already-operational

body which had accepted responsibility for such an assignment. These events

are further an-lyzed in the "Discussion" section below.

Phase III

Series Design. Based on the information available from Phases I and

II, the C/G Committee and TEP staff met for a third time, February 26-28,

1976, and pla ned the series design. Earlier eferenee has been made to the

product resulting from these discussions (Appendix B). Topics from which the

individual shows might be developed were also outcomes of this meeting. These

topics appear within an instrument circulated to the C/G Committee following

this meeting (see in Appendix

Pilot Praamm. At the third meeting of the C G Committee, the subject

of the one7half hour prototype o- pilot show was selected from among

the entire list of possible series shows. The Committee further recommended

the program elements which should be included in the show. It was to be

a segmented show, integrated by a host, dealing with a content area that

emerged al- the to;--f -the list from the parenting needs assessment (i.e.,

helping parerts to understand their,children's feelings and, in turn, to be

able to teach their children about feelings). Support materials were planned.

A show was planned and scripted, containing the above features. The

script was first reacted to by the C/G Committee and then sent to the USOE

progrea office. A go ahead was received to produce the show. The TEP staff,

nevertheless, had wis ed to meet with the Commissioner of Education Prior to

going this far with plans for the pilot, in view of the prior in-xplicable

reactions from his office to the exper_ental special. But despite repeated
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attempts to arrange such a meeting, it could not be arranged until la _ May

when the pilot was well under way.

Final production activities were performed on the pilot in early June

and a first rough edit completed on June 10. This was reviewed by members

of the C/G Committee, among others, the following week and many changes were

planned. The number of changes was great enough to suggest that a second

rough edit should be performed. This was accomplished by June 24,

for a final review by the full C/G Committee July 8-10. The dee sion to do

a second rough edit proved correct, because a number of additional constructive

suggestions came out of this meeting for the final edit of a broadcast-quality

version. In general, however, the C/G Committee's reactions to this rough

edit were positive and they believed it would afte final edits be an acceptable

pilot that reflected their intentions. The show is titled "Mixed Emotions."

Reactions to the second rough edit were also received and consider d from

the USOE program officer. The problems which he identified in the pilot were

similar to those which concerned both the TEP staff and the C/G Committee.

Final'edit of the pilot was mpleted August 19, 1976 in New York City.

This was a successful edit that took,into account the many helpful suggestions

which had been compiled during the preceding formative evaluation activities.

The experience with the pilot, of performing formative evalUation of

rough edited cassette, demonstrated the values to the project of going through

this stage. These values are: a) considerable savings are realized over

the cost of performing two or more edits on two inch equipment and b) the final

show, edited by successive approximations, more adequately reflects the intent

f the many individuals and groups that have shared in its develdpment.

This multi-stage edit process, none the less, has its limitations. It

takes more time, b,c _se time must be allowed following each edit to show it

to both phrents and program advisors. A second drawback is that it requires



16

paA.ence, ima-ination, and good will or trust on the part of all parties.

They must in effect enter into a mutual agreement to view each successive

edit as a trial or experiment, the intent of which is to reach optimum

production/editing compromises regarding "what is there." But at the stage

of preparing the initial pilot fora series, such an approach is surely

prudent, even if some parties lose sight of the experimental nature of the

process or try to reach a pr _--ture point of closure.

Pilot Evaluation. On June 15, the screening interview and telephone

survey forms to accompany the pilot were submitted to USOE for OMB clearance.

At the time of the coutracts completion, these forms were in the same status

as those originally submitted to accompany the experimental special: still

in the foIms clearance process. Now, however, the process was greatly compli-

cated-by the realities of a reeently-imposed system of reduced quotas for

all federally sponsored forms, and the process of initial forms review had

been transferred out of USOE to the office of DHEW Undersecretary for Education.

Thus, as the contract approa hed its conclusion, there appeared to be almost

no hope that forms clearancewould ever occur. Thus, although the Commissioner

of Education determined and stated in a letter (June 25, 1976) to the TEP

staff that the special could be broadcast, contingent upon receiving forms

clearan e, these new developments made this contract broadcast activity

appear imnrobable.

Treatments_apd Prospectus. The TEP staff had contracted to prepare

treatments for each of the planned shows of the series plus a prospectus by

September 30, 1976. These portions of the work were however, deleted by

USOE in July following the resignation of the program officer.

Evaluation Offer. By this time, arrangements had also been made for

broadcast of the pilot in five geographically diverse communities from
a

Los Angeles to Pittsburgh. All that was lacking was forms clearance.

20
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Therefore, when the magnitude of the forms clearance problem began to

surface in July, 1976, the TEP staff offered USOE to perform by either

of two methods an evaluation of the special's broadcast by Westinghouse

at the expense of AEL. TEP staff offered to prepare a position paper on

how the evaluation could be conducted to obtain valid reactions to the

broadcast. This would have obviated the forms clearance problem. USOE

appeared for a time to.be considering this possibility, but by the time of

a joint meeting on July 30, USOE infoLmed the TEP staff that they were not

prep--ed to discuss the possibility of an evaluation at AEL's expense. A

possible reason for this reluctance is that USOEprogram staff did not wish

to appear to cooperate in an action that bypassed forms clearance, even if

this action were the only way to assure the project's successful completion.

Perhaps other explanations are possible.

Whatever explanations apply, these facts remain: a) all planning,

production, formative evaluation, and final editing were complete; b) evaluation

forms were ready and had been submitted to forms clearance; and c) broadcast

arrangements were made for both the experimental special and the pilot before

the end of the contract period. A national readiness exists for the series

(Appendix 0).

Discussion

The writer now takes occasion to reflect upon various latent issues that

have at times emerged and at other times remained concealed. As Professor

K. Mielke2has observed, in his now widely circulated study of the federal role

in television, a benign and beneficial position for government to take is to

propose and to allow the'contractor to dispose, according to the terms of the

contract. Mielke documents this as a key ingredient in those television

efforts which have been successful under federal support.

21
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Many themes and events might profitably be abstracted for examination

from the Progress and Products section of this r-port. The one theme which

most readily yields to analysis, h -ever, after the manner of Mielke's

.Conclusion, is reactions t- the experimental special. Additional facts

will be cited here t- permit a more detailed examination. Hopefully, the ,

conclusions to be drawn from this solitary theme may shed light upon some

of the more puzzling outcome- of this experimental effort.

When:the experimental television special was being discussed at the

first meeting of the C/G Committee in September, 1975, it was apparent that

there were two different conceptions of it within USOE. The program officer's

conception was that it was an "experimental special." Another representative

of USOE appeared to favor the interpretation that it stould be_a "prototype"

show. The TEP staff's conception, baied on their proposal, matched more

nearly that of the program officer.

Such differences of conceptien, nevertheless are neither matters of

indifference nor neutrality. They cannot be passed off as issues te'be

settled by facts. Thus, when these different conceptions -f what the special

"should be" became evident at this early date, TEP staff sought to clarify

where a :common ground might be found on which all forces could work together

in the interest of the project's success. Personal contacts were made by

two key TEP staff members with the USOE official who, had expressed the view

that the special should be a prototype show. He responded to both contacts

in the same way; he assured the TEP staff of his good will and promised that

all of the direction that they would require would come to them-through the

USOE progr m officer. At the time these reassurances were accepted at face

value, although the TEP staff expressed the hope that all interested parties

within USOE would form themselves into an internal steering co- ittee (an idea

22
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of the program 0 icer) which could relate to the TEP staff with one mind

and voice.

This internal mechanism was never formed at USOE. This was somewhat

surprising because the possibility had been discussed favorably with TEP

staff by the Commissioner of Education in July, 1975, at the very outset of

the work.

After the experimental special was, following formative evaluation,

final edited in February, 1976, a cassette copy was sent to USOi for internal

viewing. Now the original difference in conception began to surface in these

for s: the program officer considered the experimental special to be

acceptable and judged that it should be broadcast, whereas the TEP staff

was told that the Commissioner did not like the show ar:Id would not approve

its broadcast.

The mystery of how the sante stimulus,(i. :he special) could elicit

such differing reactions was puzzling, until the possibility was considered

that the differing conceptions of the show caused it not to be the same

stimulus at all. The fact was that- even though the contract called for an

experimental show, not everyone thought this was a wise direction to go.

But no clearing-house mechanism had been created within USOE (not even an

ad hoc mechanism) to resolve such issues. The TEP contractor was hence in

the middle, and it was not clear the middle-of-what.

The puzzle might have been unravelled had,m0re info ion become

available, but despite considerable effort on his part, the program officer

could not find out from the Col_assioner's office anyth ng specific that was

a basis for the objections. And, again, nothing waS provided to the program

officer or the contractor in writing to confirm the verbally reported

decision that the "special" could not be broadcast.
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Eventually, the TEP staff s curiosity was piqued by this challenge.

Meetings were sought with the Commissioner through every conceivable channel,

beginning with the most regular and acceptable approaches within the

bureaucratic chain of command. In each instance, these efforts were unsuc-

cessful. Finally efforts were made outside the regular channels to set a

meeting for discussion of these important policy matters, and prior to the

performance of additional work, lest it too prove to be acceptable but

disapproved. Then, suddenly and unexpectedly, the Commissioner's office

acknowledged two prior "regular' approaches which heretofore had gone

unanswered. In this way, the Commissioner's response was credited to an

earlier approach through regular channels.

Soon thereafter the meeting occurred. These facts emerged: the

Commissioner had never seen the experimentalcial and be had made_no

decisions about it. Apparently,prior reports to the contrary, from his office

to the program office, were not authorized by him. This suggested that some-

one else in his office had not liked the show and had directed that it not be

broadcast. Interestingly, during this meeting a member of the Commissioner's

staff, while discussing the special, reported that he had always thought doing

an experimental special first was an incorrect approach--that instead pilots

should have come first followed by a special. Even more interesting is the

fact that this merriber of the Commissioner's staff was the same person who

had attended the first C/G Committee meeting. And who had reassured the

TEP staff that all that they needed to receive would come to them through

the program officer.

The foregoing facts have now hopefully prepared the way for reflection,

upon the TEP project's successes and frustrations, a _ielke.3 Further,

these reflections may suggest some courses of action which might profitably
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be explored to increase the chances that innovative or experimental efforts,

which are federally funded, will have some chance of succeeding.

It is *portant, in reflecting, to note first that the preceding account

attempts to assign no blame or credit and it views none of the prIncipal

parties as all good and bad. Each participant is in fact regarded as sincere,

dedicated, and desirous of producing beneficial results. The problem results

rather from conflicting conceptions of how desirable ends are achievable and,

perhaps, what their appearance will be once they are actualized.

Professor mielke's4condluSion if applied td contracts (contra grants)

leads one at first blush to wonder how things might be different if the

federal role were limited to financial support, with nothing judged before

its time. This halcyon image of contractor autonomy cannot long linger,

nevertheless, before one recalls harsher realities of endless interactions

through the forms clearance tunnel. And what of script clearance? But once

A

these regulatory mechanisms are in place, a contractor might wish rather than

total autenomy to receive the active support of persons within the funding

agency in the interest of shortening delays and otherwise assuring a favorable.

outcome. Yet such active support seems neces-arily conditional upon involve-

ment and at least concurrence with the contractor's moves.

If -o -thing is to be learned from all this, It may be that another kind

of resolution is needed. As a first approximation of this, suppose, drawing

from the extended ample presented above of the TEP project's experience,

that an internal steering mechanism (if the goal is direction) or clearing-

house function (if the goal is coordination) had been created. What would

the possible effects of this have been? well, it appears that the existence

of such a mechanism or function might have averted the cross purposes which

all too covertly intruded upon the determined forward mov_ ent of the
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contractor, and which ail too late surfaced. Had the differing conceptions

within USOE, of the special, been out in the open, the parties might have

agreed to b -y their differences or compromise or submit to arbitration.

The contractor meanwhile could have eased temporarily into other required

activities or could have been an active participant in the compromise.

In any event, whether the process is brought into the open or required

to occur behind the scenes, the interested parties within the federal agency

should get themselves together and relate to the contractor in a unified

way. There should further be remedies within the federal agency (e.g., forced

arbitration) for those times when cooperation breaks down as a means of

achieving unity. It likewise appears that even high placed persons may take

a direct interest in events occurring at the more remote reaches of an agency.

If so, they should as readily be included in the steering' or clearing process

as would an interested colleague in the program office.

Seveial other th_ es or events could be lifted from the TEP experience

scrutiny or reflection, ha- - the detailed process records that have

5
been kept somewhat after the manner of Herman Land. Each might potentially

reveal an underlying order which upon analysis would suggest other potential

solutions to problems either within the federal contracting process or the

TEP contractor's own operation. But time and space prohibit these further

ventures, while a sense of perspective suggests that the theme already

probed remains central to a prd-per understanding of the TEP project perfor-

mance, July-1, 1975 - August 31, 1976.

Conclusions

There is a widely felt need among parentsHof the target audience for

assistance in achieving for themselves effective parenting practices. These
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needs can be articulated into several specific areas, as discussed in the

needs assessment report. Parents differentiated among these areas those

which were of higher and lower priority. Some parenting needs, which had been

mentioned in the literature and sampled by the AEL questionnaire, were of

such low priority as to be of potentially small interest to a mass audience,

while other parenting needs appear to be widely shared. This kind of

differential information has been ueeful to the TEP staff in planning what

should receive emphasis in such a series.

The literature search showed that, within the context of existing

4,rograms, effective parenting practices have been identified. Furthermore,

there has been some success in identifying methods for transmitting these

effective practices to parents. Little experience, however, is available

from the literature on what will be the best methods for presen_ing parenting

information via television to so diver e a mass audience as prospective

parents and parents of infants and young children. Existing programs in

parenting have produced both printed and film/televlsion materials for

instructional use. A majority of existing materials were however, produced

eoutside the context of operating programs. Both materials produced by programs

and independently of programs have been nee-ssed by the TEP staff. Virtually

none of these materials has been evalate to determine their impact upon

parenting practices, and only a small Le on of the materials has been

formatively ev- uated. Because of this, the value of existing materials is,

therefore, an unkno._ AEL's as-essment ay be viewed as a technical evalu-

ation; although, surely no substitute for an empirical evaluation of effects.

That is, the AEL assessment of the materials corresponded to one type of

formative evaluation; it should not be confused with an impact assessment. It

was, nevertheless, possible to order these materials on the basis of their

assessed quality. 7hen ordered in this way, it becomes apparent that, although
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many materials exist, few are of a design and quality to be appealing to a

mass audience. Many materials, despite this limitation, appear to have

potential value when used within the context of existing programs that relate

to the individual parent. The mater als assessment seeks to make such

recommendations regarding the usability of these existing materials.

The overall goal of the TEP effort should be to promote effective inter-

personal relationships between parents and their young children. This broad

goal should provide a focus within which the other br ad goals and expected

outcomes are viewed. Topics for individual programs optimally will span

several expected outcomes and may also cut across more than one goal. This

fact poses a considerable challenge for the evaluation of outcomes of the

TEP effort.

The television serien should be designed such that each show will include

a variety of approaches to television content presentation. That is, no

single mode of presentation appears to be of broad enough appeal to attract,

hold, and instruct the target audience. But it does appear to be feasible,

by including in each broadcast program a variety of approaches, to reach

and instruct some substantial cross section of the target audience. The

extent to which this is possible, (-riven particular program mixes, is a matter

for further study based upon broadcast release of the TEP prepared television

materials.

The TEP experience with formative evaluation of rough cassette edits

has been instructive. These offer distinct cost advantages over two-inch

edits, if their experi ental purpose can be kept in central focus by all

partie., involved in the replanning process

Finally, it may be concluded that serious experimentation in television

development demands much of both the contractor and the suppor_ing agency.

28
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A climate of experi entation can be fostered only if trials and tentative

results are accepted as legitimate outcomes. If, within the contractual

relationship, there are conflicting conceptions or expectations (i.e.,

especially ones emphasizing what "should be") the fragile ecology of the

,experimental climate may be unable 'to survive.

29
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APPENDIX A

GOALS AND OUTCOMES FOR TEP SERIES

The overall goal for this series shall be to
improve interpersonal relationships between
parents and their young children.*

*This overall goal and the goals and outcomes appearing after
this have been adopted by the Curriculum/Goals Committee to the
TEP Project.



EXPECTED OUTCOMIS

Television for Effective Parenthood Program

I. To learn more about TREATING MY CHILD LIXE A PERSON.... ..... This outcome is acceptableT_

This outcome is not acceptable _; it should

read;

Descriptive Items

I. Help my child see and accept his or her own feelings.

2. Talk with my child about his problems and answer his questions.

3. Help my child to behave when he starts to fight,

4. Help my child learn to get along with family and friends.

5. Help my child see why rules are good.

G. Tell what children are doing by watching them.

7. show love and care to my child,

Topics

New Baby in Fanily (1)

SiblingsRelationships (1) (4)

Crisis Situation (1)

, Discipline (3)

Adoption (4)

Changing Relationships (4)

Setting Limits (5)

Social Pressures (others do it) 5)

Trust (7)

Other topics:

Assigned

correctly__ ) incorrectly, should be under

correctly, inCorrectly_ I should be under__

correctly, incorrectly__ _I should be Under

correctly, incorrectly should be under

correctly ,
incorrectly, should be under

correctly , incorrectly, should be under

correctly / incorrectly, should be under

correctly , incorrectly , should be under_

correctly / incorrectly, should be under
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EXPECTED OUTCOMES

Television for Effective Parenthood Program

II. To learn more about MYSELF AS,A PARENT This outcome is acceptable_

This outcome is not acceptable 1 it should

read:

Descriptive Items

1, My own feelings and habits and how these help or hurt my child care (how they affect my child care).

2. My need to make my child mind me (how my own needs can affect how my child feels about himself, and

my child's learning).

3. ay my child will not mind me and how this bothers me (how to get over being upset).

4. How to be sure that I am doing what is best for my child (or my worries about what other people

think).

Topics

New Baby (adjustment of parents) (1),_ correctly, incorrectly_ should be under__

Consistency and Flexibility (1).......... correctly, incorrectly, should be under

Roles Parents Play (1) correctly__ l'incorrectly should be under

Priorities o,f Parents (1) ........?correctly, incorrectly _1 should be under_

Community Relations (1)........ cOrrectly I incorrectly 0 should be under__

Attitudes Toward Institutions (1)..... ........ 1 incorrect1L,:, should be undek

Discipline (2) (3)............ .. . . ..... . incorrectly_ should be under

Parents' Rights (4)-:- _ _ correctly.., incorrectly_ , should be under

Counseling .. .... ... ......... ... . ..correctly , incorrectly, should be under

Single Parent or Remarried (4), . 44 . .. .......correctly incorrectly _1 should be under

Superstitions and Astrology (1) correctly I incorrectly, should be under_.

Other topics:

to



EXPECTED OUTCOMES

Television for Effective Parenthood Program

IlL To learn more about HOW CHILDREN GROW AND DEVELOP This outcome is acceptable

This outcome is not acceptable ; it should

read:

Descriptive ItemS

1. How the world looks and sounds to my child, and how to help him learn about it.

2. What my child should be able to learn at his age, so as not to "push" my child too much.

3. How children grow into special, one-of-a-kind people,

4. How my child's personality is formed.

5. Where you can find out about how children develop.

64 How my child learns to use his body by playing (runs, jumps).

7. How babies learn to talk (what the baby hears; what it learns from what I do and say),

Problem Solving (1)

.Fantasy Changes (1).. ........

Developmental Stages (2) (S)

Language Development (2) (7),

,Ethnic Differences (3)...... .

Differences in People (3)..

Passiveness and Agressiveness

Other topics;

... .. , ...

correctly.,

(6)..... .

..........................correctly___,

. .... .. .. ..,......correctly___,

. . .. ... .

(4)..... .... . .........correctly ,

LILE1

incorrectly_, should be under__

incorrectly., should be under

incorrectly_a should be under

incorrectly_, should be under

incorrectly, should be under

incorrectly, should be under_

incorrectly should be under
E4L smam



EXPECTED OUTCOM2S

Television for Effective Parenthood Program

IV. To learn more about TEACHING AND TRAINING 4 CHILD., This outcome is acceptable

This outcome is not acceptable ; it should

read:

Descriptive Items

1. What ways of teaching will work best with my child (the way I teach; use of books, TV).

2. How to control my child by using reward, praise and correction in a loving way (how to help my

child control himself).

3. How to teach my child to tell right from wrong (to be moral).

4. How to help my child think for himself (choose what he wants to do; make plans).

5. How to teach my child to be neat and clean and to show good manners,

6. How to get my child to change from doing one thing to doing something else.

7. How to get my child to go to bed on time (and to rest or take naps).

B. How to plan my child's use of TV (picking TV programs, not watching too much TV ).

Topics

Develop Self-Control (2)

Priorities of Children (2). . . . .............

Teaching Responsibility (2)

Ethics, Moral Values, Religion (3).. .

Problem Solving (4) .. . .......,.... . . ......,

Choices (children) (4)..., ....

Common Ventures of Life, How to Handle Them (4),

ActivitiesProper Use of Leisure Time (6)

Assigned

correctly. incorrectly., should be under__

correctly., incorrectly., should be under

correctly., incorrectly., should be under.

:...correctly., incorrectly., should be under

. .... correctly., incorrectly., should be under

.. ...correctly., incorrectly., should be under_

incorrectly_t should be under

correctly_jincorrectly_f shouA be under_..

Getting Children Interested in Aesthetics (6)

Rest (7)

Lengths of Time for Watching TV, Sound of Radio,

Record Player (8)... .......... . . . . .

Other topics:

correctly_f incorrectly_f should be under_

correctlyI incorrectly, should be under

.. correctly, incorrectly should be under



EXPECTED OUTCOMES

Television for Effective Parenthood Program

V. T6 learn more about TAKING CAPE OF THINGS AT HOME
. .7 .7 .. ..... ....

Descriptive Items

This outcome is acceptable

This outcome is not acceptable / it should

read:

1. Finding help for people who don't take care of their-children-,-or-who-hurt-their children.

2, How my child diill-with-the way-that-my-family-livesipeople-in-the-homerwhat-they-do-togetherf-----

how they get along).

3. Making good use of my time (plan my time for child care, house work, school or job, time for

myself and my friends).

4. Getting good help with child care (day care, baby sitter, nursery school)4

-Topics

Child Abuse (I)

Mental Abuse (1)

Physical Abuse

Enlarged Family (2)

.....correctly___

correctly_.

--correctly.

Single Parent or Remarried,(2)4.4.. correct1L__

Superstitions and Astrology (2) . .......... ..

Foster Parents, Community Homes, Day Care (4)41... . correctly__

Baby Sitting, Home Alone, Other Persons Having

Influence on Child (4). .. ..,.... .

411 IIIIIIIIIII4II4I

Other topics:_

ysigned

incorrectly.; should be under

incorrectly_.=, should be under

incorrectly, should be under._

,
incorrectly., should be under

incorrectlx., should be under

,
incorrectly., should be under

incorrectly, should be under

tly_ incorrectly., should be under



EXPECTED OUTCOMES

Television for Effective Parenthood Program

VI. To learn more about EEEPING MY FAMILY SAYE AND WELL

Descriptive Items

This outcome is acceptable_

This outcome is not, acceptable A it should

read:

1. How to keep my child from getting hurt (and how to give first aid).

2. libWto knOW-if something is wrong with my child (is not learning;-cannot walk well; cannot_see _

or hear well).

. How to tell if my child is growing right (body size, height, weight).

Pickthe right foods and take care of them so they will not spoil (fix meals that are good for

my family's health).

5. How to know when my child is sick (has a fever or says he hurts some place).

6. Find and take care of a home for my family (how to shop and pay for housing and furniture).

%Dios

Development of Safety Concepts (1)1. .

Drug Abuse (l)::..-

Signs that Difficulty May Arise (2) (3).

, Nutrition (4).-

Concern About the Eating Process (4) .

Illness (5) 1. 14-4

Other topics:

Assigned

correctly I incorrectly / should be under

correctly_ r incorrectly_ should be under

correctly I incorrectly_ , should be under

corredtly____ / incorrectly , should be under

lie 4
correctly/ incorrect1L., should be under._

incorrealL, should be under__

37



APPE- IX B

TELEVISION FOR EFFECTIVE PARENTHOOD

Preliminary Series Design

The preliminary series design wa- based upon a knowledge of the appeal

of television elements to adult viewers, responses of parents to specific

questions in the needs assessment, and reactions by parents to selected program

elements within a one-hour television experimental special which was shown to

-small groups. All of these consideration- -ere reviewed by the Curriculum/Goals

(C/G) Committee during their third meeting. They then recommended what the

series should look like. Their recommendations were provided to an experienced,

senior scriptwriter, Michael Sklar, who prepared Guidelines for TEP TV Treat-

ments. These guideline , -hich appear belowin this section, concretely embody

the particulars of the preliminary series design. The guidelines were reviewed

and modified, as discussed in the Phase I section of tas report.

These guidelines were to be uced b:r educational staff -embers who had

received workshop training in treatment preparation to prepare them to write the

television plans (treatments) for individual shows. The series design plan

further called for a professional scriptwriter to work on a final script under

the coordination of the educational writer whd had prepared the treatment,

with Sklar supervising the script materials fro- a television perspective.

Finally, the series design called for a preparation of 40 treatments c_ -

responding to goals outcomes, and topics identified in the body of this report.

The C/G Committee, at its fourth meeting, was to select 30 of the 40 suggested

treatments for possible development into complete scripts. From these, 20 to

26 scripts were to be selected for actual production. However, USOE in July,

1976, deleted th- treatments from the .rork to be completed. Work on them was,

therefore discontinued.
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(Revised

6-30-76

me Guideline- TEP TV Treatments

by Michael Sklar

The Series
-

TEP (Television for Effective Parenthood) is a series of half hour tele-

vision programs designed to help people become better parents of young

children.

Most of us eagerly accept the responsibilities of parenthood, but some

are unaware of the problems and pitfalls we may face in bringing up children.

-

Sometimes we reflect outworn attitudes or prejudices in our expectations of

how very young children should behave and develop. These views may decrease our

effectiveness in the parent-child relationship or they may detract fro- the

enjoyments of parenting.

TEP is based on the premise that parenting is a complicated job that can

and should be learned.

To become a helpful and effective parent it is essential to understand

--how children develop. The e_ ly childhood years are recognized as crucial to

to the child's growth. Each stage of development during this period has its

own behaviors and challenges. And behavior changes--sometimes markedly--as

the child moves from stage to stage.

TEP will help prepare parents for _he changes that take place in their

children during early childhood, aiding them to recognize and deal constructively

'th such behavior.

As children grow and change, parents may also undergo changl- as a resul

and not always for the better. The strain of parenthood may not only be

damaging to the child--it may also disrupt relations between the parents them-

selves. Many marriages have suffered from conflicts aris ng from the frictions

of child-r ing.
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Here again TEP can help. Advance knowledge of such dangers is the best

defense against them. Parents who are aware of the changes a child may cause
+

in their lives are better able to adjust to those dangers. Understanding them-

selves, they are in a better pos tion to understand and help their child.

Each program of the TEP series deals with one aspect or more of child-

rearing. The emphasis will be on interpersonal relationships. We will be

exploring the causes and effects of emotions and emotional conflicts that

extend up through the age levels, from the child to the parents and even

the grandparents. The issues..presented will range from the simple and funda-
.

mental to the complex.

While paying due attention to problem' and the sources of problems and

misunderstandings we will also help parents to build positive and reldqa ing

interpersonal relationships. That is, both positive and negative aspects of

the parent-child relationship will be examined_

In handling these matters, the TEP programs will stress immediacy in the

pr -entation of the subjects. Producers and writers will get close to the

-subject, rather than standing off from it and "viewing objectively." Emotional

oenflicts will be shown on the screen rather than talked about. Positive

"modelling" behaviors will be shown for parents to emulate.

The Format

The TEP format is A,exible and includes a variety of production technique :

Dramatizations.

Docum ntaries.

Puppets.

Presiding over every program is a HoSt personality. The HOSt ties

together the various program segments: drama, documentary, puppets, The Host
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introduces people and subjects, relates people and subjects to each other,

'Provides a-bridge'between program segments, comments on-the-action, and, when

it is called for, sums things up and points to solutions.

Although the Host appears in every program, he/she does not necessarily

ppear-at- -122%kyll27 f-each-program. P,rograms may_start with any_one of

the three production elements_listed above. The Host may then follow the

opening segment, perhaps commenting on the subject and linking it to the seg-

ment that follows.

Thus for example, a program might start with a dr- atization. We then

meet the Host, who co- ents on the skit and introduces a filmed documentary

en the same subject. This could be followed by puppet sequence which further

fi

develops the theme of the program. Finally, we meet the Host again for a few

words of summation and goodbye.

Lime perni -.st may appear at the very opcnin

show, establishing the theme of the program and introducing the first segment.

But although the format is flexible, there are certain qualifications:

Although dramatic skits are not

will contain one or more dramatizations.

Comedy may appear in the dramatic skits as it may naturally emerge from

real domestic situations. But it is not a regularly contrived feature, and

must" for every program, most programs

there will be no standup coir routines.

Documentaries and/or puppet sequences will usually, but not necessarily,

appear in each program. In short, the use of one and/or another of the pro-

duction techniques in any given program should be decided by the needs of the

subject of that program.

Specially written and performed -usic, instrumental or lyrical, may be em-

ployed from time to time but should not be emphasized at the expense of the

content of the program.
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Similarly, acting or singing 'tars may appear as special guests, but the

. _
manna in which they are presented Should not oVershadOw-the-content-of-the------------

program.

The Host

The Host performs an important function in the TEP series. As stated

above, he/she establishes the theme and indicates the thrust of each program.

Introducing subjects and guests, the Host sets the stage for program segments,

,linking segment to segment. He/she comment- aptly on the action, points to

solutions when they are available, arid.provides a wrapup for each program.

For documentaries the Host provides the voice-over narration. In these

offscreen roles, unlike the COnventional narrator, he/she is not cool, distant,

objective. Instead, he/she reacts persohally to the film. Warmly involved,

'the Host may recall s*milar incidents in his/her own life, or in the lives

people he/she knows. The Host may be intercut with the film in order to

-such comments. Again, he/she may- b- intercut with dramatic skits and puppet

sequences to comment on the action, or perhaps to suggest alternative courses

of action. The Host may appear also between segments to tie together similar

or diverse situations, and comment on them.

In manner the Host is informal but informative; authoritative without

appearing to be didactic. Realistic in outlook, his/her factual app-oach to

the problems portrayed is optimistic. Relating to parents as a friend and

guide, the Host thus elicits a strongly positive reaction from parents in the

televi- on audiacA.

The Docum ntaries

Documentaries will include a wide variety of themes, even s and situations

involving parent-child relations. They will be filmed on location by pro-
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fessional film crews. Appropriate library film will also be used when

available.
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Unlike the dramatic skits, which employ professional actors, and, which

although based on fact are frankly fictitious, the TEP documentaries are

It is e._timated that doc_ entary material may take as much.as 10 minutes

a half hour program in which it appears. In some instances, although

rarely, the d cumentary film may be the entire program.

Appearing at the opening of the program, the documentary may,establish

the theme of the program. Or it may be placed in the body of the program with

material that supplements a theme that has already been established. It may

also be used to show other aspects of the same

The Dramatic Skits

Most programs will contain one or more dramatic skits. Like the demi-

mentaries the skits may sometimes--though rarely--make up the entire half

hour program. The skits employ professional actors to dramatize the various

problems parents encounter during the early childhood of their children. These

situations are portrayed with accuracy and realism The dramatic characters

are shown as real people involved in down- 1-earth situations. The tensions,

while often explosive, are the ordinary tensions of everyday life.

Problems-are presented not as the experts would hopefully like them to

work out, but as problems end in life:. some in success, s me in failure.

Some dramatizations may show how a problem was solved. Such built-in

"modelling of behavi " for the TV audience i_ legitimate if handled carefully.

Just as often, however, the skits will be open-ended. Instead of supplying an

answer, these skits would end _n a note of question. In such cases the Host
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,might follow the skit, comment on the drama, and offer possible solutions, or

challenge parents to think through and try personally meaningful solutions.
_

In the presentation of parent-child conflicts, or in conflicts between

parents, some people in the television audience may see themselves mirrored

-

unfavorably on the screen. Not only could this mobilize resistance or de-

fensiveness to the message of the program, it could also cause parental guilt.

Both reactions are counter-productive and should be avoided.

Resistance and guilt will be avoided by honest, sympathetic and skillf_l

writing. The dramatizations must show an acceptance of people, not as we

would like them to be, but as they_are, with faults as well as virtues and

weaknesses as well enths. Implicit in scripts and production should be

the message that TEP is not judgmental, that TEP has only one goal: to help

'people solve their problems as parents.

To dr-7 atize these problems, the skits revolve aro_ d the experiences

a young Americal-couple in the raising of their children.

Bill and Elsie Parker (merely tentative working names) are an attractive

pair, bothin their'early thirties. Although race and ethnicity are not

important he context of the TEP series, and no point should be made of

either in the scripting, the Parke _ are native-born Whites whose parents came

to the United States from middle and western Europe. Their children are Woody,

a boy of seven; Donna, a four-year-old girl; and Allen, a baby five Tonths

. old. Another important meMber of the family is Grandpa, Elsie s father.

Equally in&rtant is Grandma Bill's mother. These members of the cast make

up the basic acting company and will appear regularly in the dramatic skits.

The Parkers live in a medium-size industrial city in the middle west.

Their ho- e is in a part of the city which saw its best days before the second

world war and is now becoming a mixed neighborhood. Their neighbors conse-
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=iguently, include not only Whites but.also Blacks, Puerto Ricans, and even a

Mexican Americans, Native Americans and Oriental Americans. These people

might appear from time t_ time in the skits, when visiting socially with the

Parkers, or because of involvement with them in neighborhood affairs. Their

children play with the Parker children and no special point is made of it.

The Parkers live in a district between the mostly Black inner city and

the mostly White suburbs. Their house, of pre-world war two vintage, bears no

resemblance to the sl ck suburban split levels built today. With lots of

roo --d a patch of struggl -g grass in front, it is old fashioned and

slightly snabby. The houses around it are of the same _style and vintage.

Grandpa Smith bought the house back in 1930's when the neighborhood was new

and all White. Bill and Elsie moved in when Eisie'_ mother passed away. Now

-Bill would l ke Grandpa to sell the house and move with them to the sUburbs,

but Grandza is passionately attached to his home and will not hear of it.

Nevertheless, when Grandpa passeS on that will probably happen.

Each member of the Parker Family is vividly characterized. To the extent

this is possible, is true also of the children. Each has his or, her own

way ef doing things. Each becomes so recognizable that the television audience

is Able tn anticipate and predict their reactions to the various situations

that are dramatized. Thus the Parkers, adults and children, make an interesting

and attractive group of people that the television audience, will look forward

to meeting arid following from week to week.

The Cast

Bill. Parker is honest and intelligent. After two years of college he

dropped out to marry Elsie and became a construction worker. Now, ten years

later, he is a highly paid carpenter and is gradually moving into business for

himself as a building contractor by freelancing after hours. He is upwardly
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:mobile, on his -ay out of the working class but not yet fully a member of the

middle class. takes his values and attitudes fro both. This often pro-

duces Confusions and conflicts, especially around questions which involve the

raising of his children. In such matters he is apt to take the conservative

approach.

Elsie Parker, like her husband, is bright, and eager to get ahead in the

world. After high.school she worked as a stenographer until she and Bill were

married and the first of the children came along. Elsie's values, on the

whole, tend toward what is called middle class. As a parent, her attitudes,

are liberal. Out of this difference between herself and Bill, where child-

raising matters are concerned, (i.e., _lit the differences associated with

her liberalism and Bill's conservatism) come many of the conflicts that are

developed in the dr--a ic skits.....and some comedy, too.

Conflict and comedy are potential in the characters of the grandparents as

well.

Grandpa Smith, Elsie's father, is a widower in his late fifties. A

school teacher until he retired on disability, he is an exponent of the

permissive approach to child rearing. He points with pride to Elsie as a

successful product of that philosophy..

Grandma Parker, Bill's mother, does not agree. She is a widow in her

mid-sixties. Living near Bill and Elsie, she is a frequent visitor in their

home. A peppery little lady, she believes in bringing up children with

discipline and recommends that ap__ oach to Bill and Elsie. In fact, however,

she dotes on the Parker children, lavishes love and gifts on them, and is

easily manipulated by them.

Allen is a lovable child and at five months he is at a stage of his life

that is wonderful for him but difficult for those around him. lie is beginning
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to cra 1, and investigates his surrouridings. This and other newly learned

.behaviors often get him into trouble and dangers - -and get his parents and

grandparents into conflict as to what should be done about-him.

Donna too is a eet and lovable,child. But at the age of four and a

half she is entering a new stage of her development. She is being more and

43

more curiouS and competitive. Adult and sibling reactions to her behavior

'provide much good material for the dramatic skits.

Woody, at seven, is a happy child, full of energy and curiosity about

his world. 'But his boundless energy and endless curiosity can be wearing on

adults, even on loving parents and doting grandparents. Woody's seventh year

brings new outside friends and school experiences. Like each year before,

this year presents new developmental behavior. Here again are found some of

the questions that will be dramatized in the TEP series.

Puppets

The puppet segments will be brief, possibly no more than three minutes

.long. By its nature, however, puppetry is able to convey simple information

th great speed and effectiveness.

The puppet segments also offer a highly flexible tool for reaching

parents with information that might otherwise be unpalatable and difficult _o

accept.

Puppetry might also be used i ituati- s for which it would be difficult

to cast live actors- certain kinds of infant and early childhood behavior for

example.

Like the dramatic skits, the puppet segments might revolve around the

child rearing expe_iencel of a puppet family, This family could be an

exagg- ated version of e Pa ker fa ily itself. In any case, the puppet
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characters of this family are stereotypes, easily recognizable in the'same way

that 'mated cartoon people are humanized.

While the dramatic skits are usually "straight," the puppet segments will

often treat the same material in terms of comedy and satire.

The puppet segments may al-o be employed to show stereotyped behavior on

the part of children and/or adults, while the dramatic skits portray behavior

that is more realistic and consequently more complex.

Another use for puppets is as a counterpoint to dramatic skits or

documentaries. If the skit or documentary, for example, shows people locked

into a situation they are unable to solve, the puppet segment might follow

with sequence which shows the solution. Conversely, the skit or documentary

might show the correct solution of a problem, while the puppetry shows what

should not be done. In either case the puppet segments are played off against

the other segments.
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PRELIMINARY EVALUATION REPORT
ON "IT'S NEVER TOO LATE"

Statement of_Purpose

APPENDIX C

The purpose of this report is to summarize briPfly preliminary resu

of evaluation on a one-hour, and ow a 33-minute dbbreviated version of an

experimental television "Special" called, "It's Never Too Late." Evaluation

results will also be reported for printed support materials which were designed

to complement and be used with each version of-the program. (See attached

materials.)

Both versions of the experimental program consist of several different

production formats or segments integrated by means of a host who introduces

each part and provides continuity throughout the program. The one-hour show

was designed for broadcast use in the home to gather information from parent

viewers primarily on the differential appeal ef production strategies, but

else on the integrity of the program for its entertainment value and edu-

cational potential. The different segments of the program illustrate these

types of television presentations= drama, song, comedy, documentary, and

panel discussion. The 33-minute show provides an edited video presentation

of the opening through the documentary segment of the 6ne-hour program,

and w'es intended for use by schools, day care centers, clinics, and such.

Support materials entitled, "What Kind of Discipline is Richt" provide a

narrative discussion of the main topics covered by each Program, with reference

sourt7cs and discussion questions for post-viewing reinforcement. The one-hour

and one-half hour version of the "Special," and their support materials were

evaluated to provide information that would contribute to planning and

development of future individual prograns in a television series on parenting.

Evaluation Procedures

The television programs were shown on videotape equipment primarily in

schools and other early childhood settings to small groups of parents who

were willing and could arrange to leave their homes during the daytime or

evening hours to assist in our evaluation work by reacting to the program.

The total sample of 135 parents were primarily mothers of young children,

and are heterogenous with respect to racial-ethnic characteristics, socio-

economic backgrounds, and educational levels. The typical parent appears

to be a white mother, aged 21 to 30, who has a high school education and

2 to 3 children. A small number of fathers, parents of older children

(i.e. older than 5 years old) , and prospective parents were also included

in the sample. Prior to showing the program, the sample received printed

materials by means of children carrying them home from school or by our

program staff distributing them at the viewing settings.

Evaluation data were gathered by means of a combination of: ob-

servations of audience viewing behavior (i.e. eye contact with the TV monitor),

a brief questionnaire administered immediately following the program, and

in certain groups, a post-viewing group interview. All groups responded

to the questionnaire, but net all groups were observed or were involved in

the follow-up discuss on.
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The fact that the one-hour program was evaluated outside the natural
home environment must be viewed as a significant drawbadk, and a potential
problem for generalizing the results of this evaluation to home-viewing

audiences. The less intimate, comfortable, and familiar settings in which
the evaluation was carried out, coupled with the request that parents view

the program at locations some distance away from their homes, raise questions

About potential bias in the results,. Under these conditions the influence
of self-selection on sample bias was possibly very strong; this is evidenced
in the fact that less than ,2 percent of those receiving materials actually
viewed the program at the designated locations.

Psults
Mhat were the reactions of the parent sample to the "Special" relative

to its entertainment value and educational potential? The results will be

reported separately for both versions of the "Special." Questions which

were used to measure the appeal of the two shows were "How much did you enjoy

the program overall?" and "Overall, how would you rate this program in terms

of how much you enjoyed it?" The questions assessing educational value were
"How much did you feel you learned from the program about parenting?" and
"How would you rate this program in terms of its educational value for

parents?" The following average ratings were obtained:

TABLE 1: General Ratings for Two Versions
of the "Special"

Program

60 min.

33 min.

Entertainment
Value

Educational
Value

3. 6

3.7

3.0

3.5

Ratings: (4.00-Great Deal, 3.00-Some, 2.00=Only A Little,
l.00=Not At All)
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Further, the individual segments of the program were rated,
these results are reported in Table 2:

TABLE 2: Ratings of Individual Program Segments

Program/Segment

Entertainment Educational
Value Value

60 minute:

Host 3.6 3.1

Drama 3.7 3.5

Song 3.4 2.9

Street Scene 3.4 3.1

Comedy 3.7 3.0

Documen ary 3.5 3.1

Panel 3.4 3.2

Special Material 1.9 1.3

minute:

Host 3.7 en-ended comments

Drama 3.6 only; refer to ex-

Song 3.5 planation in text.

Comedy 3.6

The following sample of open-ended remarks provides an indication of what

parents learned from the short program and possibly what might have been

learned from the same segments of the one-hour show: "Reinforcement of my

personal methods of discipline." "Patience, reason with the child in a way

he understands." "That I need to concentrate on why I discipline my child

and make sure it wasn't in the mood I'm in at the time." "The important thing

is love." "1 saw myself in parts of the film. It shows that other parents

have things in common."

A sample of "critical comments" based 0n responses to open-ended

items on the questionnaire and interview are provided in Table 3; these

comments which were made by a majority of the audience sample (estimated

at 75%) further enrich our understanding of parent reactions to the

different segments:
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TABLE 3: Critical Comments on Individual Segments

Host: "Very informative," "Pleasant," "He pulled it together,'
"Expressed sincerity and optimism."

Drama: "Good lesson here," "True to life," " _Ica'," "Rela ed

to everyday tensions."

Song: "Beautiful," "Good lyrics," "Much meaning," "Shows love of
family," "No real meaning," "Poor match to message."

Street Scene: "Shows how easily children can be influenced by
adult behavior," "Filmed the way children are today."

Comedy: "Related well to real life," "Funny," "Look at your-
self and laugh," "The truth in a humorous way," "Shall_-
and non-pertinent to most situations."

Documentary: "Interesting," "Fun," "Educational," "Good--
seeing in action is better than hearing description,
"Not enough detail," "Good, but a bit heavy.

Panel: "Racial problem stood out," "D aggy.

Special Material: "Highlighted need for understanding,
"Funny," "Confusing," "Boring."

Relatively more negative comments were made regarding the "Special

Material" and "Documentary" segments; relatively few negative and mostly

positive comments were made About the "Host,w "Drama" and "Comedy" segments;
reactions to the "Song" were mixed between positive and negative; and only

a relatively small number of comments, primarily nonjudgmental in natdre,
were made about the "Street Scene" and "Panel" segments.

The results of observ ng audience reactions to the one-hour program

revealed significant variability among segments, but generally confiked

the results of opinion data just reported. Audience attention was highe.t

for the "Drama," "Song" and "Comedy" segments (i.e. 90% or more of the

audience were observed watching the TV monitor) and lowest for the "Special

Material" segment (i.e..less than 85% of the audience were observed watching

the TV monitor). The attention results for the remaining segments, with the

exception of the "Host" which is not considered a distinct presentation format,

fell between the 85%-90% level.

With respect to the print materials, post-viewing discussion brought

out the general fact that they were a source of stimulation and learning

and motivated many people to come and view the program. Sample critical

comments made About the print materials were: "Explained in more detail

what was going to occur," "Gave insight to what the program was trying to

accomplish," "Good follow-up and interesting literature," "Much too general,

"Didn't really have time to read."
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The evaluation AEL undertook intended to provide infot otion on the
entertainment value and educational suitability of two versions of an ex-
perimental television "Special" and supporting materials on parenting.
The major goal of the evaluation was to influence the planning and develop-
ment of high impact television programs and printed materials for parents
of young children and prospective parents in the nation. All preliminary
evaluation results are based on a minimal sample of primarily parents of

young children. The evaluation was carried out in school and other early
childhood settings using videotape equipment. Observational, questionnaire,
and group interview methods were used to gather data. Results provide support

for drawing some conclusions about the overall program's entertainment and

potential educational value.

This experimental program was both interest holding and of potential
educational value to parents of the target audience. AEL's intent to

produce a highly entertaining program with stimulating educational materials

waS realized. Not all segments of the program were equally appealing or
worthwhile, but one poorly rated segment did not appear to affect adversely
the positive perception of the overall program. Though segments were quite
clearly and consistently differientiated by the audience on,their appeal

and educaticnal importance, most segments generally seemed to relate a

realistic and meaningful series of program experiences for parents in an

enjoyable way.



APPENDIX D

DISSEMINATION ACTIVITIES

In Addition to the dissemination activities related to the broadcast
of the special test show and the pilot, a state of readiness for
parenting materials exists through the following activities:

PROFESSIONAL MEETINGS AND G

The following organizations were contacted to inform
them of the TEP program and to request time for a
presentation during their annual meetings:

American Association of Elementary Kindergarten Nursery
Educators

American Association of School Administrators
American Educational Research Association
American Guidance Services, Inc.
American Home Economics Association
American Parents Committee, Inc.
American Psychological Association
Association of Childhood Education International
Association for Supervision and Curriculum Development
Child Study Association of America
Day Care and Child Development Council of America, Inc.
National Alliance Concerned with School Aged Parents
National Association for Education of Young Children
National Association of Secondary School Principals
National Association of State Boards of Education
National Education Association
National Parent Federation for Day Care d Child Development, Inc.
National School Boards Association
National School Public Relations Association
West Virginia Education Association

Presentations were made and TEP posters displayed at the
Head Start Workshop in Houston, Texas; the National Alliance
Concerned with School Age Parents in Denver, Colorado; the
National Association for the Education of Young Children in
Dallas, Texas; the National Association of Educational Broad-
casters, Washington, D. C.; cEpaR, Washington, D.C.; South-

eastern Council on Family Relations, Hilton Head, South
Carolina; Association for Childhood Education International,
Salt Lake City, Utah; the National Council of Organizations
for Children and Youth, Washington, D.C.; the Education
for Parenthood Conference, Washington, D.C.; the Council for
Exceptional Children, Chicago, Illinois; the Parenting
Institute, Philadelphia, Pennsylvania; the Regioral Head
Start conference in Atlanta, Georgia; and the Cooperative
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Statew de Meeting for ESAA and Parent Education Project
School Systems, Burns, Tennessee. The names and addresses
of persons who participated in these meetings and requested
additional information pertaining to the TEp program can
be found in a list available-with this report.

DS

Each Chief State School Officer was contacted by telephone
or by letter informing him/her of the TEP program and the
availability of the special test show and the pilot for
local viewing and dubbing. These were to provide continued
use by groups and parent organizations within the state.
Support materials were also included. The'special test show
was sent to the Florida State Department of Education, the
Virginia State Department of Education, the Illinois Office
of Education, the Maryland State Department of Education, the
West Virginia State Department of Education, the N.Y. State
Department of Education and the Tennessee State.Department
of Education.

The special test show was also shown over cable TV in the
Harrisburg, Pennsylvania area. Although the specific pur-
pose for the broadcast was the evaldation of the show, the
viewing audience was much broader than we anticipated.

Five sites and five alternative sites Were selected for the
evaluation of the pilot. Letters were sent and acceptances
received from Los Angeles, California; Austin, Texas; Birming-
ham, Alabama; Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania; and Rapid City, South
Dakota. The acceptances were based upon their approval of
the pilot. Parent groups were identified and contacted in
each of the five sites selected for showing of tne pilot.
These groups included formal programs operated by Head Start,
civic organizations, individuals, schools, parent-teacher
organizations, and various special interest groups.

It should be noted that three schools in each of ten
states selected to participate in the needs assessment were
contacted and agreed to cooperate in providing data vital
to the development of the series. The ten states which
were contacted are= Region I, New Hampshire; Region II,
New Jersey; Region III, Maryland; Region IV, Alabama;
Region V, Wisconsin; Region VI, Texas; Region VII, Iowa;
Region VIII,-Wyoming; Region IX, California; Region X,
Washington.
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COLLEGES

The special test show was shown at West Virginia State
College to a class in Family Living and to a TV class
at the University of South Florida. Both groups of
students evaluated the show. A dub of the show was made
by West Virginia Wesleyan College for a parenting project
being conducted by Drs. McArdle and Miller, project co-
directors.

COMMUNITY GROUPS

The special test show was shown to community groups in
Charleston, West Virginia for purposes of evaluation.



NAMES AND ADDRESSES
OF CONFERENCE PERSONS REQUESTING INFORMATION ON TEP

Robert Arimijo
Parent Involvement Coordinator
Maricopa County Head Start
4645 E. Washington
Phoenix, Arizona 85023

Janet M. Armstrong
Project Head Start
1100 Kenton Street
Springfield, Ohio 45505

Lisa Allman
818 E.-53rd
Austin, Texas 78751

Sister Marie Agnew, D.C.
Family Education Coordinator
Archdiocese of Saint Louis
4140 Lindell Boulevard
Saint Louis, Missouri 63108-

Carel Andersen
Education Commission'
300 Lincoln Tower
1860 Lincoln Street
Denver, Colorado 80203

_ .

Mary Armstrong
Project Help
P.O. Box 1885
Waycross, Georgia 31501

e States

Mary Jane Arnam
Theodore RooSevelt High School
3436 West Wilson Avenue
Chicago, Illinois 60625

J.R. Blair
Assistant Professor of Educational

Psychology -

Eastern Midhigan University
Ypsilanti, Michigan 48197

Ms. Kent Burtt
rio The Christian Science Mon tor
43 BlueberrY Lane
Darien, Comnecticut 06820

JoAnne Benson
National Foundation
1275 Mamaroneck Avenue
White Plains, N.Y. 10605

Cynthia J. Solberg
42nd and Dewey (5009 Conkling Hall)
Omaha, Nebraska 68105

Ms. Dorothy Boykin
210 Flair Drive
Montgomery, Alabama 36110

Sister Mary Benitia
1601 Dixie Highway
Covington, Kentucky 41011

Ruth Allen Bond
603 Masley Street
Vidalia, Georgia 30474

EMOgene-BurLan
Education Director
Big Sandy CAP
Paintsville, Kentucky 41240

Betty P. Benson
Head Start Director.
Northwest Georgia E.O.A.
P.O. Box 525
LaFayette, Georgia 30728

Sharon T. Baulding
Tallatoona E.O.A. Inc.
P.O. Box 686
Cartersville, Georgia 30120

Mrs. Ateja L. Bush
P.O. Box 30428
New Orleans, Louisiana 70190

Ruth Bowman
TVCCA
1 Sylvandale Road
Jewett City, Connecticut 06351

Drs. Laurie and Joseph Braga
University of Miami
Department of Psychiatry
School of Medicine
P.O. Sox 520875
BiScayen Annex
Miami, Florida 33152
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Chari H. Briggs, Ph.D.
SChool Psychologist
Greece Athena High School
800 Long Pond Road
lochester, New York 14612

Frank W. Brown, Chief
Division of Instruction
State of New Hampshire
Department of Education
64 N. Main Street
Concord, N.H. 03301

James J. Brown, ACSW
619 W. Division
South Central Montana Regional

Mental Health Center
1245 North 29th
Billings, Montana 59101

Fran J. Conway
Program Assistant
MEW, Region IV
50 7th Street, N.E.
Atlanta, Georgia 30323

Ann Callcott
Douglas Cherokee Head Start
Alcoa Educational Building
Alcoa, Tennessee 37701

Ronald Claves
207 CEDaR Building
Department of Special Education
Penn State University
University Park, Pa. 16802

Barbara Calabrese
Muckleshoot Head Start
P.O. Box 69
lacqrburn, Washington 98002

Bthel Cain
Head Start Director
27S. Chicago,
Joliet, Illinois 60436

Lena Crawford
CYDA Head Start
2012 W. Compton Boulevard
Compton, California 90220

Wanda Copley
Butler County Head Start
228 Hanover Street
Hamilton, Ohio

Dot Cansler
Outreach Project
Lincoln Center
Chapel Hill, ELC. 27514

Geneva S. Cline
Head Start Director
Box 1406
Williamson, W. Va. 25661

Maggie Chitto
Choctau Head Start
Route 7, Box 21
Philadelphia, Miss.

Joni Cohen
4321 Hartwick
College Park, Maryland 20740

Jennie Conway
Head Start
Southern N.H. Services
RFD #5
Bedford, N.H. 03012

LaldrenCe Cosey
MorristoWn Central School
Morristown, New York 13664

Mrs. Anne Cox
Utah Technical College
1395 150 E.

Provo, Utah 84601

Esther Davis
Toppenish Tribal Head Start
P.O. .Box 109
Toppenish, Washington 98948

Vicki Dean
Greenville County Head Start
652 Rutherford Road
Greenville, S.C. 29609

Barbara Davis
802 Williamson
Madison, Wisconsin 53703
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Kaye Davis
Douglas-Cherokee Head Start
Alcoa Education Building
Alcoa, Tennessee 37701

Hope S. Daugherty
Program Leader
Extension Service
U.S. Department of Agriculture
Washington, D. C.,20250

L. Davidoff
Essex Co.
Ridge Road
Baltimore, Maryland 21237

Frank DiStefano
Vauxhall and Farrin: on Street
Vauxhall, N.J. 07088

Wendy Dvzek
2605 Berkett
Austin, Texas

Marc I. Ehrlich
285 Avenue P.
Brooklyn, N.Y. 11204

Ruthana W. Evans
321 South Sharpe Street
Cleveland, Missouri 38732

-Pearlie H. Elloie
4318 LaSalle Street
New Orleans, Louisiana 70115

Sheryl Emberton
Blue Grass Area Head Start
202 Woodford
Laurenceburg, Kentucky 40342

Frances Eisan, Program Leader
Social Studies Department
Madison Consolidated High School
Clifty Drive
Madison, Indiana 47250

Sidney H. Estes
Instructional Services Center
2930 Forrest Hill Drive,S.W.
Atlanta, Georgia 30315
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Jean Farrar
Head Start Director
6 S. Adams Avenue
Freeport, Illinois 61032

Carol Ferrall
Clermont County Head Start
P.O. Box 91
Batavia, Ohio 45103

Richard L. Fritschey
HutChinson Public Schools
1520 North Plum
Hutchinson, Kansas 67501

Mamie V. Fairley
Project Director
Jackson County Citizens for child

Development, Inc.
P.O. Box 1403
Pascagoula, Miss. 39567

Carolyn Freeland
Head Start Director
Lake County E.O.C.
5518 Calumet Avenue
Hammond, Indiana 46320

A. Feintuch
Lakeshore School Board
68"Prince Edward .

Valois, Quebec, Canada

A. Field
University of Nebraska Medical Center
Omaha, Nebraska 68105

Ingrid Fondrk
Associate Editor
Parent's Magazine Films, Inc.
52 Vanderbilt Avehue
New York, New York 10017

Eleanore Fisher, Director
Pupil Personnel Director
Briarcliff Manor Middle School
1031 Pleasantville Road
Briarcliff Manor, N.Y. 10510

Ann E. Fitzpatrick
Board of Cooperative Educational Services
1196 Prospect Avenue
Westbury, N.Y. 11590



Lula Gaskin
1914 Beatty's Fd. Rd.
Charlotte, N.C. 28216

Kate B. Garner
Family Life Council of

Greater Greensboro, Inc.
1301 North Elm Street
Greensboro N.C. 27401

Lucille Graham
ConecUh - Monroe CAA
P.O. Box 509
Monroeville, Alabama 36460

William Gingold
700 1st Avenue, S.
Fargo, North Dakota 58102

B.M. Gooch
Route 4, Box 778
Marshall, Texas

HCCAA Head Start
Thelma Grave
Education Specialist
6300 Bowling Green
Houston, Texas

David B. Graeven
Department of Sociology
California State University
Hayward, California 94542

Jill Gray
Texas Education Agency
Special Education
201 E. llth
Austin, Texas 78701

Clyde H. Green Director
Office of Instructional Television
and Radio

Department of Education
Columbia, S.C.

Karen N. Greenough
P.O. Box 8069
Huntingon, W. Va. 25705

Ettore P. Grimaldi
5138 Lawn Avapue
Western Springs, Illinois 60558

Donald GrUber
3220 Grischy Lane
Cincinnati, Ohio 45208

Kay M. Haws
Utah State Board of Education
250 East Fifth South Street
Salt Lake City, Utah 84111

Rosie Hall
77 Lowell Street
South Portland, Maine 04106

Pauline Hook
Child, Inc.
818 E. 53rd Street
Austin, Texas 78951

Anna Harris, P.I.W.
1822 Harcum Way
Pittsburgh, R. 15204

Sue Houston
Director H/S
Bbx 1685
Bay City, Michigan 77414

Frances Hernandez
Colorado Migrant Council
665 Grant
Denver, Colorado 80203

Jeane Hardy
1140 South Bris ol
Santa Ana, Cali ornia

cliffie Hill
909 Pecan Street
Helena, Arkansas 72342

Susan Canisales de Hernandez
Marieopa County Head Start
4645 E. Washington
Phoenix, Arizona 85034

Carole Hansen
Project Palatisha
P.O. Box 509
Toppensih, Washington 98948

Beverly Hummel
Director of Handicapped Services
North Central W.- %h. High School
208 Adams
Fairmont, W. Va. 26554
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Yvonne Hamburg
Community Action Commission
801 Linn
Cincinnati, Ohio 45203

Dorothy Hoogterp
Kent CAP
550 Cherry S.E.
Grand RapidS, Michigan 49502

Lola Hamilton
5575 N. Sedgwick
Wichita, Kansas 67204

Doris K. Hiller
c/0 Bank St. College
610 W. 112 Street
N.Y.C., N.Y. 10025

Dr. Alice Honig
Syracuse University
College for Human Development
100 Walnut Place
Syracuse, N.Y. 13210

Cynthia Jackson
P.O. Box 988
Laurinburg; N.C. 232

Kathy Johnson
Head Start/Ramsey Action
509 Sibley 100 Market Square
St. Paul, Minnesota 55101

Janis A. Jelinile
Project Director
Box 3224 University Station
Laramie, Wyoming 82071

Jean Jablonski
719 West 2nd Street
Ashland, Wisconsin 54806

Elaine Johnson
Neighborhood House Child Care
825 Yesler Way
Seattle, Washington 98004

Mary Johnson
Choctau Head Start
Route 7, Box 21
Philadelphia, Miss.
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Diana Jordan
The State University College at Potsdam
Potsdam New York 13676

Evelyn Kessel
Handicapped Coordinator
OCDCA - Head Start
P.O. Box 2243
Orlando, Florida 32802

Nelda Kopp
CSAWC
3225 Mill Street
Reno, Nevada 89502

Eleanor Kennedy
102 W. Ctterman Street
Greensburg, Ps,. 15602

Catherine A. Leisher
Home Conomics Education
1201 Sixteenth Street, N.W.
Washington, D. C. 20036

Clay E. Ladd
Chairman and Professor
Psychology Department
Eastern Illinuis University
Charleston, Illinois 61920

Jeanne Littell
Delta Area Head Start
Drawer F
Portageville, Missouri 63873

Cruz A. Lauell
Box 5067
University of Puerto Rico
San Juan, P.R. 00936

Sister Mary La Tier
Guidance Office
Notre Dame Academy Gi is H.S.
2851 Overland Avenue
Los Angeles, Californ a 90064

Rebecca McDonald
Handicapped Services Coordinator
906 Main Street
Evansville, Indiana 47708

Sister Barbara McMichael
252 Public Street
Providence, Rhode Island 02905



Lads J. Miller
Foley Middle School
Bellinger Street
Herkimer, N.Y. 13350

Louise Millspaugh
Sull County Head Start
Woodbourne, N.Y.

Roger Mooney
iftral Alaska cAP
Box 3908
Anchorage, Alaska 99501

'Dave Moyer
1826 Clemont Avenue
Alameda, California 94501

Beverly Murphy
Box 66

-Lafayette, Indi---e 37083

Maggie Molloy
Child-Parent Centers, Inc.
602 E. 22nd Street-
Tucson, Arizona 85705

Mary Lou Moriarty
Day Adult High School
360 West 13th'Street
Indianapolis, Indiana 46202

Cynthia Mutryn
7003 Dartmouth Avenue
College Park, Maryland 20740

--Ken McClellan
Granite District
340 East 3545 South
Salt Lake city, Utah 84115

Edward J. Myers, Jr
Elementary Guidance Program
45 Sprague Avenue
Cranston, Rhode Island 02910

Kay Nuciford
Rock County Head Start
P.O. Box 1429
Janesville, Wise() 9in 53545

Merry Neiderhauser
Knox County Head Start
Northgate & Emmett Drives
Mt. Vernon, Ohio 43014

Roy Need
Wilkerson Center
Nashville, Tennessee

J.M. Nardi
Mental Health Consultant
14174 Rossini
Detroit, Midhigan 48205

Julie Newman
10600 Quincy Avenue
Cleveland Public Schools
Quincy-Woodhill Building
Cleveland, Ohio 44105

Jane Niederberger
Area II, Route 5, Box 160
Arnold, Maryland 21012

Edna Ottney
W.S.O.S. Curriculum Specialist
109 S. Front
Fremont, Ohio 43420

R. Wayne Oler
Editor-in-Chief and

Associate Putolisher
Canfield Press, 850 Montgomery St.
San Francisco, California_94133

Phil Osborne, Director
Child Care Program
Hesston College
Hesston, Kansas 67062,

Lillian,and Richard Peairs
370 Loyola Drive
Millbrae, California 94030

Mary L. Peter
Handicapped Se viceS Specialist
0CCAA
601 S. Saginaw
Flint, Michigan 48502

P.E. Patterson, Consultant
Educational Technology
State Department of California
State Education Building
721 Capitol 140.1
Sacramento, California 95814

Jan Printz
Department of Human Services
niversity of Tennessee
lattanooga, Tennessee 37401
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.-Frank and Loraine Pitman

Co-Directors
.Family Education
222 S. Downey Avenue
P.O. Box 1986
Indianapolis, Indiana 46206

'Brad Powell
/Educational Television
4211 Waialae Avenue, Room 202
Honolulu, Hawaii 96816

Mary T. Quiroz
Head Start

-72010 Bridge S.W.
Albuquerque, N.M. 87105

Thera D. Ramos
Head Start Director
228 E. Scranton Avenue
Lake Bluff, Illinois 60035

Vanessa Rick
Head Start Director
383 E. Ferris
GaleSburg, Illinois 61401

Lynn Read
Handicaoped Coordinator
Wages
Virginia Street
Goldsboro, N.C. 27530

. Emilia Robinson
Special Services Coordinator
ADCO improvement Association
480 Bridge Street
Brighton, Colorado 80601

Rod Rodriguez
Project Head Start
348 W. Market Street

:San Diego, California 92115

Em ly Russell
ECKAN Special Handicapped Project
925 Vermont
LaWrence, Kansas 66044
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Kathy Rabinovitz
Sdhool District 54
804 Bode Road
SchauMburg, Illinois

George Ridhardson
Red Oak School
8101 Red Oak Drive
Minneapolis, Minnesota 55432

Kevin Ryan
The Ohio State University
Office of the Dean
College of Education
1945 North High Street
Columbus, Ohio 43210

Sylvia A. Stern
1104 A. Winsted
Austin, Texas 78703

Mary Lela Sherburne
Associates for Renewal in Education, Inc.
1133 15th Street, N.W. Suite 100
Washington, D. C. 20005

Steven IC Sichel
Greenwich Pilblic Schools
Greenwich High School
10 Hillside Road
Greenwich, Connecticut 06830

Peggy B. Smith
Assistant Professor
Baylor College of Medicine
Texas Medical Center
Houston, Texas 77025

Faith Stewart
75 Marietta Street
#401
Atlanta, Georgia 30303

Frances Storms
1508 W. Capitol Driv
Milwaukee, Wisconsin 53206

Miriam Speck
EOB Handicapped Conditions
900 Owens
Las Vegas, Nevada



Cindy Stelzman
MVEOA/Head Start
P.O. Box 89
l'azewell, Tennessee 37879

Addie Strickland
$031 Grandy
Oetroit, Michigan 48211

Pat Schroder
Utah igraat Council
64 N. 100 E.
Provo, Utah

ifLarry Siroshton

P.O. Box 1427
Pendleton, Oregon 97801

Burma Stokes
P.O. Box 198
Cheynev State Col1ege
Cheyney, Pa. 19139

Clarissa H. Summons.;

Head Start Director
1515 Parkdale Drive
Wichita Falls, Texas 76304

Nancy Swank
1788 Geneva'
Aurora, Colorado 80010

Christopher J. Sweeney
,Youngstown State University
Youngstown, Ohio 44503

Elizabeth Traylor
702 Shenandoah Avenue, N.W.
Roanoke, Virginia 24016

Juli Thorn
Home Visitor
Head Start
235 "A" Coddingtown Center
Santa Rosa, California 95401

B. Tbuchton
1254 E. Third Street
Chall, Tennessee 37344
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Terry Tafoya
Office of Indian Child Services
3030 Wetmore Avenue
Everett, Washington, 98201

Audrey M. Thompson
Children's Service Division
1300 9th Street, E.
Bradenton, Florida 33535

Dr. M. Tanaka
Far West Laboratory
1855 Folsom Street
San Francisco, California 94602

Walter D. Talbot
Utah State Board of Education
250 East Fifth South Street
Salt Lake City, Utah 84111

James R. Taisey
Purdue University
March of Dimes
3912 Peters Mill Road
Lafayette, Indiana 47905

Dan Urban %
TeXaS Education Agency
201 East Eleventh Street
Austin, Texas 78701

Fred Venditti, Director
Educational Onportunities Planning Center
224 Henson Hall
University of Tennessee
Knoxville, Tennessee 37916

Don Ward
Showell School
Selbyville, Delaware 19975

Doris Wood
1140 South Bristol Street
Santa Ana, California 92704

Bonnie Waters
Peso Education Service Center
1601 S. Cleveland
Amarillo, Texas 79102
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Washington
).O. 330
;ardio, Miss. 38666

[elle Watson
Yrawer 520
Jorenzo High School
Jorenzo, Texas 79343

larbara Watson
Iead Start Director
3],Court Street
Vaunton, Mass. 02780

Toyce West
!IdUcation Coordinator
3all Whitley CSA
?..0. Box 168

sinville, Kentucky

Diana Wasserman
1153 St. Rd. 84
Ft. Lauderdale, Florida 33317

;race J. Waters, Director
EnStructional Services
5200 Hamoton Boulevard
4or2o1k, Virginia 23508


